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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

2. Claims 1 and 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by F.W. 
Gehrke[US 1,932,817]. 

Regarding claim 1, F.W. Gehrke discloses an optical system having an image- 
forming device [film] and an illumination system including a light source, a first lens [A], 
and a second lens [B] (figures 1-2, title, whole document). 

Regarding claim 3, F.W. Gehrke discloses the first and the second lenses [A, B] 
being held together by an optically clear material [S] (figure 1 ). 

3. Claims 11, 14, 15 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Walter D'Arcy Ryan [US 1,428,662]. 

Regarding claims 11 and 15, Ryan discloses an illumination system having a 
plurality of light source modules [1 1 , 12], a system of optical elements having a plurality 
of pairs of meniscus lenses [1 5, 1 6, 1 8, 1 9], each pair [1 5 and 1 6; 1 8 and 1 9] being 
associated with a light source [11; 12] and including a first meniscus lens [15, 18] and a 
second meniscus lens [16, 19], and wherein all first meniscus lenses [15, 18] have 
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substantially the same shape and size and all second meniscus lenses [16, 19] have 
substantially the same shape and size, and the plurality of light source modules [11, 12] 
being disposed within a non-radially symmetrical aperture [of housing 10] (figure 2). 

Regarding claim 14, Ryan discloses the plurality of the pairs of meniscus lens 
[15, 16, 18, 19] being configured substantially as a double-layered rectangular closely 
packed array and the plurality of light source modules [11; 12] being disposed to 
substantially track that configuration (figures 1 -2). 

Regarding claim 17, Ryan disclsoes each light source module [11, 12] having an 
emitting surface [filament] and a substantially optically clear dome [envelope] disposed 
over the emitting surface (figure 2). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over F.W. 
Gehrke [US 1 ,932,817] in view of W.G. Wolfe [US 1 ,900,966]. 

Regarding claim 2, F.W. Gehrke discloses the first and second lenses [A, B] but 
does not clearly show the first lens being contact with the second lens. 
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W.G. Wolfe teaches the two lenses [3] being contact each other to have no 
refractive effect on a light beam in a projecting apparatus (figures 1-2, page 2 lines 45- 
55). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the two lenses of F.W. Gehrke being in contact together 
as taught by W.G. Wolfe to eliminate refractive effect on a light beam for purpose of 
providing an advantageous way of brightness improvement of a projection apparatus. 

6. Claims 5-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
F.W. Gehrke in view of Hanano [US 2004/0062044 A1]. 

Regarding claim 5, F.W. Gehrke discloses a film projector having a light source 
module [u1] but does not disclose the pyramid collector disposed over the emitting 
surface. 

Hanano discloses an image projection having the pyramid collector [13] disposed 
over the emitting surface of the LED [1 ] (figures 3, 5, 6, 1 0 and 1 1 , paragraph 0088). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the film projector of F.W. Gehrke with the pyramid 
collector as taught by Hanano for purpose of increasing light output efficiency. 

Regarding claim 6, Hanano discloses the pyramid collector having a generally 
square proximate end and a generally rectangular distal end [at 13c] (figure 11). 
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Regarding claim 7, Hanano discloses a plurality of LED [1] having a plurality of 
emitting surfaces disposed next to each other (figures 5 and 6). 

Regarding claims 8, 9 and 10, Hanano discloses LEDs [1] inherently including 
colors, red, blue and green (paragraph 0010; see figure 9 of U.S. 6,227,669). 

7. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ryan 
[US 1 ,428,662] in view of W.G. Wolf [US 1 ,900,966]. 

Regarding claim 12, Ryan discloses the first and second lenses [15, 16] but does 
not clearly show the first lens being contact with the second lens. 

W.G. Wolfe teaches the two lenses [3] being contact each other to have no 
refractive effect on a light beam (figures 1-2, page 2 lines 45-55). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the two lenses of Ryan being in contact together as 
taught by W.G. Wolfe to eliminate refractive effect on a light beam for purpose of 
providing an advantageous way of brightness improvement. 

8. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ryan 
[US 1,428,662]. 

Regarding claim 1 3, Ryan discloses the plurality of the pairs of meniscus lens 
[15, 16, 18, 19] being configured substantially as a double-layered rectangular closely 
packed array and the plurality of light source modules [11, 12] being disposed to 
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substantially track that configuration (figures 1-2). Ryan does not disclsoes the double- 
layered hexagonal. This is considered to be changed in shape. 

Since it has been held by the courts that a change in shape or configuration, 
without any criticality, is nothing more than one of numerous shapes that one of ordinary 
skill in the art will find obvious to provide based on the suitability for the intended final 
application. See In re Dailey, 149 USPQ 47 (CCPA 1976). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the double-layered rectangular of Ryan with the double- 
layered hexagonal shape because it appears that the disclosed device would perform 
equally well shaped as disclosed by the hexagonal shape. 

9. Claims 18, 19 and 21-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Walter D'Arcy Ryan [US 1,428,662] in view of Hanano [US 
2004/0062044 A1]. 

Regarding claim 18, Walter D'Arcy Ryan discloses an illumination system having 
a light source module [11, 12] but does not disclose the pyramid collector disposed over 
the emitting surface. 

Hanano discloses an image projection having the pyramid collector [13] disposed 
over the emitting surface of the LED [1] (figures 3, 5, 6, 10 and 11 , paragraph 0088). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the film projector of F.W. Gehrke with the pyramid 
collector as taught by Hanano for purpose of increasing light output efficiency. 
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Regarding claim 19, Hanano discloses the pyramid collector having a generally 
square proximate end and a generally rectangular distal end [at 1 3c] (figure 11). 

Regarding claim 21 , Hanano discloses an illumination target [12] and a system of 
optical elements [11] being configured to image the distal end of each pyramid collector 
onto the illumination target (figures 3 and 27). 

Regarding claim 22, Hanano discloses a plurality of LED [1] having a plurality of 
emitting surfaces disposed next to each other (figures 5 and 6). 

Regarding claims 8-10 and 23-25, Hanano discloses LEDs [1] inherently 
including colors, red, blue and green (paragraph 0010; see figure 9 of U.S. 6,227,669). 

Regarding claim 26, Hanano discloses LEDs [1] being red, blue, green colors 
[inherently from figure 9 of U.S. 6,227,669] illuminating target [12], therefore the target 
[12] having the red, blue, green color zones (figures 5, 6 and 27). 

Regarding claim 27, Hanano disclsoes a lenticular array [11, 21] (figure 27). 

10. Claim 28 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over F.W. 
Gehrke in view of Lammers et al. [US 6,478,453]. 

Regarding claim 28, F.W. Gehrke discloses a light source [u1] with an emitting 
surface (figure 1). F.W. Gehrke does not clearly disclose the substantially optically clear 
dome disposed over the emitting surface. 
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Lammers et al. discloses a light projecting apparatus having a light source 
module [light emitting diode 3] having a substantially optically clear dome [2V] disposed 
over the emitting surface [at 21] (abstract, figure 2B). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the light source module of F.W. Gehrke with the light 
emitting diode with the substantially optically clear dome disposed over the emitting 
surface as taught by Lammers et al. for purpose of providing an advantegeous way of 
using light emitting diode, such as: increasing brightness while saving electrical energy 
and controllable focusing light. 



Allowable Subject Matter 

1 1 . Claims 16 and 20 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

12. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter: 

Claims 16 and 20, the illumination further comprises an image-forming device 
disposed for being illuminated at an angle and having a plurality of mirrors rotatable 
about a pivot axis, and the non-radially symmetrical aperture has a long dimension and 
a short dimension and is oriented so that the long dimension is aligned with the pivot 
axis of the mirrors of the image-forming device. 
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The limitations discussed above are neither disclosed nor suggested by the prior 
art of record. 

Response to Arguments 

13. Applicant's arguments filed 10/13/2006 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Claim 1, the applicant recites Gehrke [US 1,932,817] describes a condenser for 
film-projectors. However, Gehrke does not teach an optical system that includes an 
image-forming device. The examiner believes Gehrke disclsoes a condenser for film 
projectors thus includes an image-forming device such as film. 

Claim 11 , the applicant has explained how the lenses [1 5, 1 6, 1 8, 1 9] of Ryan 
[US 1 ,428,662] work and recites that the lenses [1 5, 1 6, 1 8, 1 9] not being equivalent to 
the meniscus lenses as claimed. However, the applicant has not clearly pointed out that 
what feature(s) of the meniscus lenses as claimed being different or advantageous over 
the lenses [15, 16, 18, 19] of Ryan. Therefore, the figure 2 of Ryan shows all first 
meniscus lenses [15, 18] have substantially the same shape and size and all second 
meniscus lenses [16, 19] have substantially the same shape and size. 

Claims 6, 18 and others claims are rejected by a new reference, Hanano [US 
2004/0062044 A1], which disclsoes a pyramid collector. 



Application/Control Number: 10/776,390 
Art Unit: 2875 



Page 10 



Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Bao Q. Truong whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
2383. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday (8:00 AM - 4:00 PM). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Sandra L. O'Shea can be reached on (571 ) 272-2378. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Bao Q. Truong 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2875 




/ Sandra O'Shea 
iupervlsory Patent Examiner 
Technology Center 2800 



